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ABSTRACT 

Considerable research has eicailned the correlates of 
1pb Involvevent and Its conceptual Independence ftoi the notions of 
satisfaction and motivation, vlth an Indication of considerable 
overlap beveen the three concepts as veil as the possibility that job 
Involvement may be more aligned vlth motivation than vith 
satisfaction. A job attitude survey administered to ulu laborers, 
clerical vorkers, and professionals indicated that iJb involvement 
onlv differed more significantly from notintlon than from 
satisfaction on Its correlates vlth performance, and vith 
dissatisfaction vith autonomy needs* Satisfaction vith the higher 
order needs of esteem and self realisation explained significant 
variance In general 1ob satisfaction* Hotivatlon appeared to be a 
more Important predictor of job Involvement than satisfaction 
measures, fAuthor/JACI 



* Reproductions supplied by ES9S are the best that can be made 

* from the Oklginal docuaieni* 



i 



ITS 

o 



JOB INVOLVEMENT, SATISFACTION AND MOTIVATION 
A COMPARISON OP PREDICTORS 



Gregory E, Husscso 
Eastern Michigan University 



CD 
O 



IfX Of^AHTMEirr OF EOUCAlfOM 
NATIONAL INSTITUTE Of lOUCATlON 
EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION 

CiNTEfl tEmCl 
I i T^e document hu tww i«|HD<)uc«d » 
(vcwvtd from the penoi* i^ otoviiu'ua 
Of (gtfunAg (t 
IX Mmor ctwigu hovt tww m*<f« to im(MOv« 
/ noroducnon Qusfatv. 



meni<*Q iHit ne<se««ilv 
potrtion Of pohcv 



in thus docu- 
offuialNjE 



"PERMISSION TO BETOODUCE THIS 
MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED 6Y 



TO THc EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES 
iNFOflMATlCN CENTER (ERIC);' 



Paper presented at the Midwestern Psychological Association meeting, 
Detroit^ Michigan, April 30 - May 2, l98l. 



ERLC 



Title 

Job Involvement, Satisfaction and Motivation; A Ccmiparison of Predictors 
Author 

Gregory E* Huszczo, Eastern Michigan University 
Area 

Industrial/ Organizational Psychology 
Problem 

The concept of Job involvement has received much anpirical and theoretical 
attention in the last 15 yeai*s. A thorough review of c*v-ar 70 such papers 
appeared in 1977 (Babinowitz and Hall 1977)- Several authors (Huszczo, 1978; 
Cumraings and Bigelow, 1976; Lawler and Hall, 1970; anif Weissenberg and 
Guenfeld, I968) have specifically addressed the issue of the conceptual 
independence of ^ob involvement, Job satisfaction, and intrinsic motivation. 
All have basically concluded that although these vari*ibxes do correlate with 
each other, there is sufficient evidence of conceptual independence and this 
is generalizable to quite divergent samples. Sui*prisingly none of the research 
has systeaiatically investigated what correlates these three concepts share* 
This study has two purposes: 1*) to establish which variables distinguish 
these concepts and which they have in common, and 2*) to establish that 
althcmgh Job involvement, satisfaction bsid motivation may be conceptually 
independent. Job involvement is more akin to the concept of motivation than 
that of satisfaction. 

Procedure 

Fifty students in a class on research methods were trained in survey 
administration and asked to administer a Job attitudes survey to 10 subjects 
each* Eliminating returns witn ^ny missing data, a hlh subject sample 
resulted* The sample contained 9^ general and skilled laborers (Blue-Collar), 
117 sales and/or clerical workers (Uw White Collar), and a03 managers and/or 
O professionals (High White Collar). The data on the demographic variables 
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ave evidence that the^sanqpie wets reasonably representative of the comimmity 
from which the data was gathered. The survey instrument was designed to 
include measures of the self^perception variables listed in tUe above men- 
tioned studies. Thus, five demographic variables (Sex, Age, Seniority, 
Job Classification Level, and Educational Level), three general self estimates 
(of satisfaction motivation and performance levels), all five of Porter*s 
(1962) Need Satisfaction measvxes (both the dissatisfaction levels and the 
importance levels were calculated) and four other commonly used scales (Job 
Involvement, amount of participative decision making allowed, intrinsic 
motivat^*on and identification with the company (see Ruh, \^hite and Wood, 
1975) comprised the survey. Correlations were calculated between each of 
these variables and the measures of the three focus concepts of this paper 
(satisfaction, Motivation and Job Involvenent ) . In order to determine 
whether any significant differences existed between ^13*^ 
both r*$ are based on the same sample of N cases, McNemar (19^9) suggests 
using a t-test where; 

(r^^ - ^13) sRn - 3) (1 ^ r^g) 

t ~ 

4 a(l - ri^i2 - ^^13 - ^""PS * 2?i2ri3r23) 
This was \ised to determine which bivariate correlationr distinguished the 
three focus variables. Finally, three separate st^p-wise multiple regression 
equations were established with criterion variables of satisfaction, moti- 
vation and Job involvement respectively. An F-test (see McNemar, 19^9) was 
calculated to determine when an additional st^p failed to significantly 
improve (p ^ ,01) the equation, * 

V 
( 

Results 

Table 1 presents the correlations between each of the predictor variables 
and ^ach of the three focus variables. The results confirm numerous findings 
of correlations between the variables used here. Sex and dissatisfaction with 



social needs did not correlate significantly with any of the focus variatleSt 
Dissatisfaction with security needs did not correlate significantly with 
jot involvement and educational level and importance of security needs did 
not correlate with jot satisfactiont These findings are also consistent 
with previous literature (see Ratinowitz and Hall, 1977)f The correlations 
with Jot involvement differed significantly from those with jot satisfaction 
on 12 of the possJtle 19 comparison variatlest It differed significantly 
from those Wth motivation on only 5 of theaet This analysis indicates 
that the i only \ times Job involvement differs more significantly from motiva- 
tion than from satisfaction was on its correlates with performance and with 
dissatisfaction with autonomy needSt Furthermore, job involvement has 
significantly higher correlation vith motivation (r = ,66) than with jot 
satisfaction (r ,55)f Oaie should also note that all three concepts are 
clearly inter cor related. 

The results from the multiple regression analyses are presented in Tatle 2 
in a manner to indicate the relative importance of the predictors of each of 
the focus variables. Again it is obvious - that satisfaction, motivation and 
jot involvement are interrelated. Certain interesting differences also are 
evident. Satisfaction with the higher order needs of esteem and self 
realization explain significant variance in the general job satisfaction 
measure, Ti*e self -estimate of performance is an important pre^iictor of 
sctisfacticn and motivation but not Job involvement. Autonomy needs and 
amount of allowed participation in decision making cdd important explained 
variance in the equation for motivation but not for satisfaction or job 
involvement, Furthernore, the variables of jet classification level, 
importance of self realization, identification with the company's goals, 
and age add to the explained variance of job involvement tut not to the other 
two equations. Finally^ it should be noted that motivation (toth the general 
measure and the measure of intrinsic motivation) are relatively more iJiportftnt 
predictors of jdb involvement than that of the satisfaction measures. 



Co nclusions and Implications 

Although previous research has concluded that satisfaction, motivation 
and job Involvement are three conceptually independent variables, this study 
indicates some important werlaps as well. Lodahl and Kejner (1965) found 
job satisfaction and j:>b involvement to have roughly the same factorial content 
but point out that "It would not be justified to conclude that job involvement 
is the same as job satisfaction,*' (p, 32), Other studies have focussed on 
the differencas between job satisfaction and job involvement (Weissenberg 
and Gruenfeld, I968, Huszcio, 1978) while still others have used job involve- 
ment items as measures of job satisfaction. The present study profvides 
evidence that job involvawent is conceptually more akin to motivation than 
satisfaction but all three are clearly interrelated, 

n common feature of all three focus variables is their lack of relationship 
with the satisfaction of L'^er order needs. This is convergent with a great 
deal of previous literature and conforms with Herzberg's Two-Factor Theory, 
^ The differences between the three concepts are more a matter of degree than 
kind. Perhaps the most outstanding differences ar^ the greater importance of 
intrinsic motivation, identification with the company and job classification 
level variables to our understanding of the job involvement concept. The 
job classification level relationship with job involvement calls into question 
some previous research findings (Ciimmings^and Bigelow, 1976; Lawler and Hall, 
1970),. Finally, the pattern of results in this study clearly shows a trend 
that job involverrjent scores have more in cooimon with motivation scores than 
satisfaction scores. Future research is needed to substantiate these con* 
elusions. It is recommended that such studies involve a aample with several 
job levels represented and an instrument with a wider variety of measures 
especially scales of jJ^rsonaiity traits and values. Practicably every study 
in thia ar«a has used only self -report measures. Future studies should 
attaopt to include more objective measures, 
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Table 1 

Simple r*s with Criterion Variables 
(N = UlU) 

(r ItOO = .13) 

Job Satisfaction Motivation Level Job Involvement 

■Sex .03 . -.03 .05 

Age .28 .28 .33 

Seniority .19, .17 .22 

Job Classification .27^ .3l3 .U2|»^ 

Educational l^el .lo3 .lU .23^ 

Job Satisfaction X ' .6$^ .55^ 

Motivation Level .69 .X .66^ 

Performance .U2 .U8^ .38 

Job Involvement .55 , .66^ X 

Participation in Decisions .Z^^*^ -^5] 

Intrinsic Motivation .y.S^*^ .53^*3 .62j-»2 

Identification with Co. .3i3 .33 

Security Needs (i) .U -lU .19, 

Social Needs (D .23^ , .30 .35^ 

Esteem Needs (I) .2U^*-* .3U| .UO^ 

Autonomy Needs (I) -^t'l -397 -"^^l 

Self-Realization Needs (I) .29?*^ .39^ .1*6^ 

(d) Security Needs -.23^ -.16 -.08^ 

(D) Social Needs -.09 -.12 -.10 

(D) Esteem Needs -.33^ -.25 -.17j 

(d) Autonomy Needs -.353 -.3?3 -.25^ ^ 

(d) Self-Realization Needs -.UcP -.36-* -.2$^* - 



^Tlhis correlation differs significantly (p < .01) from the correlation 
between this variable and job satisfaction. 

^fhis correlation differs significantly (p < .01) from the correlation 
between this variable and motivation. 

^This correlation differs significantly (p <.0l) from the correlation 
between this variable and Job involvement. 
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Table 2 . 

Step-wise Multiple Regression Eqiia"cion Results 



Step 



Satis 



Motiv 



JINV 



3 
U 

5 
6 
7 
8 



Motiv 

Dest 

JIKV 

D Self Re 
Perf 



21.6 



12,01 
6.01* 
U.6U* 



Int. Motiv, 5.00* 



Satis 
,JINV 
Perf 
PTM 



U7.08** 



23.95 
13.07 



Int. Motiv. 7.85** 
D Aut 
Aat I 

Sex 



7.01 
6,60** 
U,26* 



Motiv. '522.16 
Int Motiv 89.29** 



Job Class 3U.I8 



Satis 



12.31 



Self Re I 7.83 



Ident 

Age 



5.62' 
3.99' 



r2 = .53^f82 



r2 = .6U9rrU 



.6olt07 



Critical F^, UOO = 3.86 for p < .05 (♦) and 6.70 for p ^ .01 (♦*) 
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